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2ABSTRACT
Objective/Purpose: Since prior study offered further general context of knowledge 
management approach while misplaced more personal behavior development in the 
context of knowledge sharing practices. Our study examined whether and why personal 
factors predict knowledge sharing practices. This study integrated and analyzed 
indicators such as altruism, grant, interaction ability, and knowledge sharing 
participation to develop a comprehensive behavioral model. 
Design/Methodology/Approach: Structural equation modeling was used to check the 
research hypotheses framework with 268 samples of eight profit companies in 
Indonesia, divided into broadcasting, banking, and services company.
Findings: The results showed that altruism and interaction ability factors are 
significantly correlated with knowledge sharing participation. Our findings may help 
companies and workers to initiate knowledge sharing implementation and encourage 
knowledge sharing in the internal company. 
Practical Implications: Managerial ideally creates standardization or regulation that 
encourage participation of workers for sending their knowledge. In this aspect, the 
company needs to organize, such as formal/informal training and meeting to make their 
workers more confident to communicate with each other. 
Research Limitations: The research focused on profit company in a single province in 
Indonesia. Further research may extend the study with a focus on non-profit 
organizations (e.g. academic institutions) and different geographical areas.
Originality/Value: Prior studies explored knowledge sharing behavior in a general 
sense, this paper examined the phenomenon specifically within the context of 
broadcasting, banking, and services company in Indonesia, then analyzed the potential 
for a company to enhance their knowledge sharing strategy.
Keywords: knowledge management, knowledge sharing, altruism, grant, 
interaction ability, personal factors, profit enterprise, Indonesia.
3INTRODUCTION
Knowledge management is based on the idea that an organization’s most valuable 
resource is the knowledge of its people. According to the references, one of the main 
determinants of company performance is knowledge (Alavi and Leidner, 2001; 
Davenport and Prusak, 2003; Davenport, De Long, and Beers, 1998; Jiménez, Costa, 
and Valle, 2014). Several variables have been identified as important for leveraging the 
firm’s knowledge-based. Contemporary scholars were mentioned that future studies 
need to consider knowledge sharing participation among members of the team and 
organization (Aggestam, Durst, and Persson, 2014; Fuchs, 2001). Knowledge and 
experience are sustainable resources of competitive advantage in company. The way to 
transfer knowledge about their activities between their personnel interpersonally is an 
activity to support performance in an organization.
We argue that based on previous research, knowledge sharing is a mutual benefit 
activity. New knowledge can be created through knowledge sharing practices among 
companies members, which in turn improves the overall ability to innovate. 
Transferring knowledge about companies activities and other subjects (experience, 
partners, supplier, knowledge, and customers) between their relationship, is an activity 
to support organizational goals (Li, Wu, Zong, & Li, 2017; Saide, Indrajit, Trialih, 
Ramadhani, & Najamuddin, 2019). An organization that focuses on exchange and 
knowledge sharing can contribute to new knowledge creation. To implement sharing 
experience and knowledge, an individual’s participation is acquired in knowledge 
sharing cycle. ﻿As the behavior, people show different conditions depend on their 
personal intentions as well as personal behavior is the degree of the reluctance or 
willingness towards sharing their knowledge (Kwakye et al., 2011). 
Researchers have explored a knowledge sharing approach and provided the 
important point of knowledge (Little and Deokar, 2016; Nonaka and Konno, 1998). It 
becomes necessary to share knowledge between members in an organization (Khan and 
Idrees, 2015; Saide et al., 2017). On the other hand, to support organization 
performance by collaborative aspects, some previous scholars presented that personal 
support from members to share their knowledge is the way to run knowledge sharing 
activity (Chen et al., 2009; Chen and Huang, 2005; Marchi and Grandinetti, 2013; 
4Tiwana, 1999). The Delphi Research Group showed that nearly 50% of 100% of 
organizational knowledge stored in the mind of their members (Uriarte, 2008). It means 
that the company needs to actively pay attention to the way to distribute existing assets 
in the minds of its members to be shared other members.
Researchers have recently positioned share knowledge among staff as an element 
in the knowledge creation process. According to theory, staff and knowledge sharing 
will have a positive correlation (Anthony, 2011; Chatzoglou and Vraimaki, 2009; 
Hislop, 2003; Hui, 2005; Wang, Yen, and Liu, 2015; Zhao, Li, and Wang, 2012). 
Furthermore, researchers founded that core intuition that guides knowledge sharing 
research is making everyone in the company in an important role of this context 
(Davenport and Prusak, 1998; Davenport et al., 1998; Maggio and Alstyne, 2011). 
Related to the importance of sharing knowledge among colleagues in terms of 
increasing performance is taking organization as a unit of analysis and giving more 
emphasis to knowledge transfer within an organization (Bican, Guderian, and 
Ringbeck, 2017; Grant, 1996; Swap, Leonard, Shields, and Abrams, 2011). In the same 
purpose, Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998) and Pee and Min (2017) found that the capacity 
factor of building relationships between individuals is crucial to the extent to which 
interpersonal knowledge sharing occurs.
Nevertheless, the practice of sharing knowledge is difficult, because it is still a poor 
paradigm that tangible assets are always getting more attention than the knowledge and 
experience (intangible assets). According to Manus et al., (2016), a critical obstacle 
regarding the knowledge base in an organization is making staff willing to share 
knowledge between them. This dilemma arises from the staff themselves or 
organizational behavior (Razmerita, Kirchner, and Nielsen, 2016). Besides, knowledge 
sharing implementation is not enough only through a technical approach, but it also 
needs a spirit to share from all elements in an organization. 
Moreover, knowledge management is unfortunately, a misleading term knowledge 
resides in people’s heads and managing it is not possible or desirable. The element we 
can achieve and ideas back of knowledge management are to establish an environment 
whereabouts people are encouraged to create, learn, share, and use knowledge together 
for the benefits of the organization, the people who work surrounded, and the 
customers. Hence, some related research questions (RQ) we pose in this study are 
(RQ1): how different aspects may influence knowledge sharing practice?. (RQ2): 
which factor (altruism factor, grant factor, and interaction ability) has the most 
5significant influence on knowledge sharing practice?. Therefore, it is very essential to 
understand how individual behavior may affect the process of knowledge sharing.
This is essential because it is still crucial to accurately explain the knowledge 
sharing participation from members in profit organizations (Ryu, Ho, and Han, 2003; 
Sedighi et al., 2016). Also, we consider somehow the influence of characteristic, and it 
should be played and clarified carefully in different citizenship. Many elements 
influence the knowledge sharing participation such as the role of a personal spirit, 
bonus, reward, grant, interaction ability, and altruism.
Finally, in this article, we addressed these limitations by studying how a personal 
spirit (staff motivation such as altruism factor, grant factor, and interaction ability) 
affect knowledge sharing participation. This research is structured as follows: the next 
section will provide the theoretical (correlation among variables) with possible 
propositions and conceptual framework. The next sections are methodology, analysis, 
and hypothesis results. The final section constitutes the conclusion and implication of 
the study. 
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
According to Alam et al., (2009) and Oye et al., (2011), knowledge sharing is a 
mechanism where an individual exchange knowledge and ideas through discussions to 
create new ideas in their workplace. For individual staff, knowledge sharing is talking 
to friends to help them get something done better, more quickly, or more efficiently. 
Knowledge exchange can help an employee to understand their jobs and to bring 
personal recognition. Knowledge exchange includes staff willingness to communicate 
actively with friends (sending knowledge), and actively consult with friends to learn 
from them (receiving knowledge). According to the scholars, factors to enhance 
knowledge sharing participation is how to make members willingness to share what 
they have (Mainert et al., 2018; Swap et al., 2001). In this section, we summarize the 
correlation among factors that impact knowledge sharing participation.
Knowledge Management and Knowledge Sharing
The fundamental of knowledge management (KM) was introduced by some 
phenomenal researchers on this field (Anthony, 2011; Chae and Bloodgood, 2006; 
Davenport and Prusak, 1998; Davenport, 1997; Davenport et al., 1998). 
Implementation of KM within the scope of the business process may help an 
operational level to improve work processes and be in line with the speed of acquiring 
6knowledge as a medium of information dissemination is not limited (Francesco, 2017; 
Saide & Mahendrawathi, 2015). Since the introduction of this innovation in knowledge 
sharing implementation, it has attracted much attention by the business world and been 
considered to be crucial to the operation of modern organizations (Chatzoglou and 
Vraimaki, 2009). Knowledge is often associated not only documents or storage of 
valuables but also in routines, processes, practices, and norms of the company 
(Davenport and Prusak, 1998; Davenport, 1997; Davenport et al., 1998).
Knowledge belongs to staffs, it cannot be forced but rather can only be encouraged 
and facilitated, and organization should make individuals to be motivated. Ideally, 
participation in KM should be its reward. If KM does not make life easier for 
employees, it will fail. In the next part, we discuss the factors that are correlated how to 
make employees willing to share to a company what they have. Several variables have 
been considered important for leveraging the firm’s knowledge-based assets. This 
paper focuses on three variables that are related the knowledge sharing participation; 
altruism factor, grant factor, and interaction ability.
Altruism Factor and Knowledge Sharing Participation
﻿Altruism was defined as the discretionary behaviors of helping others with relevant 
tasks or problems in an organization (Chen et al., 1998; Penner et al., 2005). ﻿The 
concept of altruism was proposed to explain the evolutionary advantages of helping 
unrelated individuals. According to Trivers (1971), humans derive some evolutionary 
benefit from helping unrelated others if this favor is repaid in kind. 
Previous studies argue that members are willing to share their information or 
knowledge because they feel pleased by seeing the positive results of helping other 
(Hall and Graham, 2004; Lin, 2007; Razmerita et al., 2016). In same way, some 
researchers (Chiu, Zhu, and Veras, 2017; Ismail et al., 2007; Jiménez et al., 2014; 
Kankanhalli, Tan, and Wei, 2005; Lin, 2007) have validated that an employee 
predisposition towards knowledge sharing can be improved when their experiences 
have positive emotions such as enjoyment of helping others (altruism) by sharing 
knowledge. Knowledge staff may be motivated to contribute their knowledge by 
relative helping others owing to their desire to help others (Constant, Kiesler, and 
Sproull, 1994; Davenport et al., 1998).
Scholars on knowledge sharing in general, have identified some factors that 
determine an individual’s motivation to share knowledge in absence of any financial 
bonus (e.g., altruism) (Kwakye et al., 2011; Ismail and Yusof, 2010; Piliavin and 
7Charng, 2016; Wang and Hou, 2015). Staff should gain satisfaction and enjoy through 
knowledge sharing. It is related to altruism. For example, Alawi et al., (2007) and 
Bakhari (2010) have found that knowledge workers with altruistic intentions were 
likely to participate in knowledge sharing (Bock and Kim, 2002). More than that, 
altruism is including discretionary behavior that helps specific others with 
organizationally relevant tasks or problems (Lin, 2007). In this research, based on prior 
research on altruism, we argue that a sense of empathy and shared connection with 
others are factors in the decision to participate in knowledge creation implementation. 
Accordingly, we assume that altruism is positively related to knowledge sharing 
participation: H1: The altruism has a positive effect on knowledge sharing 
participation.
Grant Factor and Knowledge Sharing Participation
Grant or reward is the degree to which one believes that one can have extrinsic 
incentives due to one's knowledge sharing (Bock and Kim, 2002). Reward factor 
should motivates employees to create new knowledge, share the available knowledge, 
and willingly help other employees in the same or different divisions (Jahani, Effendi, 
& Ramayah, 2013; Milne, 2001). There is much empirical evidence to suggest that 
organizational rewards influence the behavior of an organization’s members. Thus, 
expected rewards encourage the formation of a positive attitude toward knowledge 
sharing.  
Others factors that may influence knowledge sharing practice is like a bonus or 
reward. A critical problem regarding the knowledge base in an organization is motivate 
employees to transfer knowledge among members in organization. This problem arises 
from the employees themselves (personal belief structure) or the organization climate 
(institutional structure). The motivations by external to individuals’ such as rewards, 
bonus, grant, and promotion, it is like intangible profit (Hsu et al., 2007; Nonaka and 
Konno, 1998; Rebeka and Indradevi, 2017) or the cost-profit approaches (Kankanhalli, 
Lee, and Lim, 2011).
Ismail et al., (2007) founded that reward or grant system should be aligned with 
sharing to increase knowledge sharing participation company. Consequently, it is 
crucial to explore what rewards should be used to directly or indirectly influence an 
individual’s willingness to share knowledge. Grant or bonus is defined as individuals’ 
expectations of obtaining explicit outcomes (e.g., promotion, financial rewards, and 
other explicit benefits) to support for performing knowledge sharing participation (Hall 
8and Graham, 2004; Hummel et al., 2005).
An employee may be anxious that he will lose his power or value by sharing his 
knowledge. It is believed that, without a reward to compensate his/her apprehension, 
the employee prefers to retain the knowledge. These causes result in a challenging task 
for an employer to learn the employees’ motivation and to improve the employees’ 
behavior and perception to share more knowledge to benefit the organization. 
Additionally, the grant factors (financial rewards and promotion) are integral 
components of a knowledge sharing initiative and have a positive impact on knowledge 
sharing under the condition that individuals perceive for business organizations (Chae 
and Bloodgood, 2006). Accordingly, we assume that grant is positively related to 
knowledge sharing participation. H2: The grant has a positive effect on the 
knowledge sharing participation.
Interaction Ability Factor and Knowledge Sharing Participation
Interaction ability refers to the general ability to interact with the external world to 
accomplish a task. An interaction skill involves both explicit and implicit learning 
processes, and the effectiveness of each kind of process depends on the complexity of 
skills (Allen and Conroy, 1971; Chin and Dong, 2012).﻿ A typical interactive task 
requires a person to look for relevant information, knowledge, experience. Further, it 
requires to be able to choose the right actions. Since knowledge sharing 
implementation, the actor needs an interaction ability to make sure the knowledge 
transfer process will be running well. The ability of employees to share knowledge 
initially depends on their communication skills either verbal or non-verbal. People 
always want to know what happens, how to socialize and how to be open-minded 
(Hendriks, 1999; Riege, 2005).
Although the prior technology acceptance studies have focused on the foundations 
of technology adoption intention, current knowledge sharing participation includes 
“personal” and “individual” aspects (Diniaty and Kurniati, 2014), as the mobile 
communication and web-based systems, are getting more popular (Hwang, Lin, and 
Shin, 2018). For Rogers and Everett (1977), asserts that personality and behavior can 
always be altered. According to them, changing the environment the individual is in 
and changing his way of thinking would lead to a change in his behavior, and therefore, 
his personality traits can also change according to a specific situation. It means that 
managerial in an organization may facilitate or control its employee’s ability to interact 
with each other.
9Formal role in communication and information were generally considered more 
stable and predictable to information cycle mechanism. Other researchers, Lin (2007) 
and Rogers (1977) found that personality or interaction ability was defined as the 
degree to which an employee perceives themselves as extrovert or introvert, self-
confident and secure or always cautious. Accordingly, we assume that Interaction 
Ability is positively related to knowledge sharing participation. H3: The Interaction 
Ability has a positive effect on knowledge sharing participation.
METHODOLOGY
In this study, the authors used a questionnaire and literature review approach. The 
study starts with abstract, introductions, literature review, problems identification, 
perform data, and then make conclusions.
Population, Data Collection, and Sample
Survey method using questionnaires was used to collect data. The respondents 
were classified into several types of profit companies. The questionnaires were 
distributed to profit companies in Riau Province, Indonesia, divided into first, two 
broadcasting companies with 73 respondents. Second, four banking companies with 
135 respondents. Last, two services companies with 60 respondents. Of the 268 
respondents, 180 were employees, 30 were managers, 15 were directors, and 43 were 
others heads of departments.
On the other hand, we used a structured questionnaire design consisting of four 
parts. The first part was a brief introduction to the importance of the study. The second 
part asked demographic, which included several items (i.e. current position, age, length 
of work in the company, education level, gender). The third part contained the 
constructs under study. The last part of the questionnaire was a suggestion section.
Measures
The researcher used Partial Least Square 2.0 (SmartPLS) for conceptual model and 
data analysis. SPSS 22.0 was used to measure demographic scales and to generate 
descriptive statistics. These items were scored using a 5-point Likert scale, with 1 
corresponding to “strongly disagree” and 5 to “strongly agree”. To measures the 
variables, 19 items were adapted and divided into four variables. In the following are 
the items and indicators for each variable. 
First, altruism (AL) factor with four items based on Lin (2007) paper. AL1: I enjoy 
sharing my knowledge with colleagues. AL2: I enjoy helping colleagues by sharing my 
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knowledge. AL3: It feels good to help someone by sharing my knowledge. AL4: 
Sharing my knowledge with colleagues is pleasurable.
Second, grant (GR) factor with four items referred to Saide et al., (2017) and Wang 
et al., (2015) research. GR1: I expect to be rewarded with a higher salary in return for 
sharing knowledge with my colleagues. GR2: I expect to receive monetary rewards (i.e. 
additional bonus) in return for sharing knowledge with my colleagues. GR3: I expect 
to receive opportunities to learn from others in return for sharing knowledge with my 
colleagues. GR4: I expect to be rewarded with increased job security in return for 
sharing knowledge with my colleagues
Third, interaction ability (IA) based on Ismail and Yusof (2010) with three items. 
IA1: In communication, I have high self-confidence. IA2: I am an extrovert type of 
person (like to know what is happening, socialize and open-minded). IA3: I am always 
cautious during interaction with my colleagues.
Fourth, and knowledge sharing participation (KSP) with eight items based on 
Mohammed, Syed, and Alhady (2011) and Nicolai et al., (2009). KSP1: When I learnd 
something new, I tell my colleagues about it. KSP2: I think it is important that my 
colleagues know what I am doing. KSP3: My department received knowledge from me. 
KSP4: My department used knowledge from me. KSP5: I received knowledge from 
colleagues in my department. KSP6: I used knowledge from colleagues in my 
department. KSP7: When I need certain knowledge, it is possible to ask my colleagues 
about it. KSP8: When a colleague is good at something, it is possible to ask them to 
teach me how to do it.
Reliability and Validity
The measurement model was further assessed for reliability and validity of the 
construct. Computing composite reliability assessed construct reliability. The 
composite reliability for each construct of this study is presented in Table I. All 
indicator factor loadings should be significant and exceed 0.6, composite reliability 
should exceed 0.7, and average variance extracted (AVE) from each construct should 
exceed 0.5 (Chin, 2010; Chiu and Wang, 2008; Fornell and Larcker, 1981; Hair, 
Ringle, and Sarstedt, 2011; Hair, Ringle, and Sarstedt, 2012; Haque, Chin, and Huang, 
2009; Härdle, 2011; Henry, Cohen, and Cohen, 1977; Onofrei et al., 2004). Evaluation 
of the construct reflective measurement models were made by looking at the value of 
convergent validity include indicator validity, construct reliability, average variance, 
and discriminant validity measure by cross loading.
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The composite reliability values were used to examine reliability shown in Table I, 
which two constructs composite reliability exceeded the recommended cut-off of 0.7 
that indicated a commonly acceptable level for confirmatory research (Chiu and Wang, 
2008). As shown in Table I, the factor loadings of most of all measurement items 
exceeded 0.7, except for al3, gr2, gr2, ksp4, ksp5, ksp7, ksp8 that were then eliminated 
for further analysis.
The composite reliability of all constructs exceeded 0.7 and the AVE also exceeded 
0.5 rankings Therefore, based on Table I, all three conditions for convergent validity 
were met. For satisfactory discriminant validity, the square root of the AVE should be 
greater than the correlation shared between the construct and other constructs in the 
model (Cheung and Vogel, 2013; Chin, 2010; Fornell and Larcker, 1981; Hair et al., 
2011; Hair et al., 2012; Haque et al., 2009; Härdle, 2011; Hennington et al., 2009; 
Henry et al., 1977; Hulland, 1999; Onofrei et al., 2004). Cronbach alpha values in 
Table I indicates that the two constructs are reliable for this research, except grant 
factor, which is not well reliable.
Diagonal entries in Table II represent the square root of AVE for each construct 
and show that all diagonal values exceed the inter-construct correlations. Table II 
shows that all the constructs in the model display an adequate discriminant validity and 
a technique for checking the impact of potential common method variance (CMV) 
when the value of AVE for each variable over the square of the correlation variable.
HYPOTHESIS RESULTS
In sum, figure I presents the conceptual model and figure II presents the results of the 
research model, examining factors that impact of altruism, interaction ability, grant, 
and knowledge sharing participation. The altruism, grant, interaction ability, and 
knowledge sharing participation were analyzed for this study. The results of the model 
analysis are displayed in Figure 1 and the relationship among variables we looked at 
the correlation between variables (see Table III). As can be seen, the result of 
correlation analysis showed that two variables were significantly correlated with 
knowledge sharing participation, except grant variable. 
The finding was supported hypothesis 1, between altruism aspect and knowledge 
sharing participation with the result (c=0.18, p<0.05). Similarly, the findings supported 
for hypothesis 3, where interaction ability and knowledge sharing participation are 
correlated with the result (c=0.28, p<0.05). On the other side, a non sinificant result 
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was founded between grant and knowledge sharing participation with the result 
(c=0.003, p>0.05).
On the other hand, we measured the overall fit of the model, namely GFI, NFI, 
CFI, and RMSEA. We measured the Goodness of Fit (GFI). In our model, we found 
GFI with number 0.923. GFI values equal to or greater than 0.90 indicating a fairly 
good fit to accept the model. The second is the Normed Fit Index (NFI). It is one of the 
more popular measures (Hair et al., 2011; Hair et al., 2012). NFI is a relative 
comparison of the proposed model to the null model. The commonly recommended 
value is NFI greater than 0.90. NFI number in our model is 0.935. In addition to the 
above indices, astringent goodness-of-fit adjusts the measure of fit to provide 
comparisons between models with differing number of coefficients. The indicator is the 
comparative fit index (CFI) with the recommended value greater than 0.90 and our 
result showed CFI is 0.962. Lastly, the root means the square error of approximation 
(RMSEA) takes into consideration the sample size and parsimony. RMSEA in our 
result showing 0.080. The recommended RMSEA is the value of less than 0.08. Table 
IV indicates the RMSEA and PCLOSE fit measures of this study. In this study, the 
summary of the fit measures can be observed in Table IV. 
DISCUSSIONS, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS
In the following, we described the discussion, conclusion, and several implications. We 
presented variables that affect knowledge sharing participation that could differ in 
diverse employees, different company, diverse culture, and experiences. This 
interpretation is designed because while most studies in the literature, relates to all 
aspects of knowledge sharing in a general context or place. However, Riau Province in 
Indonesia companies particularly has not received serious attention. This is still crucial 
because team and company knowledge is influenced by the extent to which knowledge 
sharing occurs between members (Little and Deokar, 2016). For this limitation, we 
believe that the findings and this research provided helpful guidelines for managerial 
and knowledge workers in today’s growth of the knowledge-intensive with company. 
At Table III, the result of correlation analysis shows that two variables are significantly 
correlated with knowledge sharing participation, except grant factor. To be specific, we 
measure knowledge sharing participation from two sub-factors that sending and 
collecting knowledge among staff (Rebeka and Indradevi, 2017; Saide et al., 2017; 
Zhao et al., 2012).
The findings support hypothesis 1, between altruism and knowledge sharing 
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participation with the result (c=0.18, p<0.05) is approved. Altruism is including 
discretionary behavior that helps specific others with company relevant activity (Lin, 
2007). Workers are intrinsically motivated to share knowledge because engaging in 
intellectual pursuits and pleasurable, and because they are happy to help colleagues 
(Wasko and Faraj, 2005). Another indication is knowledge workers may be motivated 
by relative altruism owing to their desire to help friends (Constant et al., 1994; 
Davenport and Prusak, 2003; Davenport, 1997; Davenport et al., 1998).
Similarly, we found that hypothesis 3 was approved results between interaction 
ability and knowledge sharing participation with the number (c=0.28, p<0.05). The 
results confirmed with the previous study that founded interaction ability is one of the 
factors that impact knowledge sharing implementation (Ismail and Yusof, 2010). Some 
scholars believe that the ability of employees to share knowledge initially depend on 
their interaction skills either verbal or non-verbal (Hendriks, 1999; Riege, 2005).
Our findings contribute to the concept of interaction ability in knowledge sharing 
implementation (hypothesis 3). This result is in line with previous research studied by 
Ismail and Yusof (2010) and Rogers (1977). Although the prior studies have focused 
on the perceived usefulness as the main theoretical foundations of technology adoption 
intention, our paper includes “individual” aspects as mobile communication and social 
media are getting more popular. Thus, rather than traditional technology adoption 
factors, interaction ability motivation in this study is a new and relevant element in KM 
area.
Unfortunately, on the other hand, a non-significant result was founded between 
grant aspect and knowledge sharing participation. This is unique finding, besides the 
result was different to previous research, our respondents were also those from profit 
companies who are more concerned with reward or bonus (e.g. money) when they 
share their knowledge (Chen et al, 2009; Hsu et al., 2007). In addition, this finding is 
contrary to (Chang and Chuang, 2011) were found reward factors have influenced 
knowledge sharing activity. We argue some possible explanations for these findings is 
that compared with other business functions in the company. Consequently, it is likely 
that several companies do not have a well-prepared system to grant their workers.
Moreover, still, on the grant aspect, workers may feel that their experience and 
knowledge may help and change their colleague’s works. Also, among them, there is a 
close relationship as either a friend or family. Further, they are not concerned about 
money when helping their colleagues. However, we are not to claim that a grant is not 
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the factor that influences knowledge sharing participation. The reason is that the 
coefficient number (Cronbach alpha = 0.68) can still suitable for some companies.
On the other hand, this research proposes the following implications for 
organization and workers initiating knowledge sharing implementation or encourage 
knowledge sharing in the internal company (such as a company with broadcast type, 
banking type, and services type).
First, this research founded that the altruism can improve employee desires to build 
a culture of knowledge sharing participation. This finding is similar to previous 
research carried out by Kankanhalli et al., (2011, 2005) and Razmerita et al., (2016). 
Company supposed to make standardization or regulation that to encourage the 
participation of workers for sending their knowledge. This way may increase the level 
of enjoyment of workers experience as they help each other.
Second, this study provides evidence that interaction ability is an important 
antecedent to workers knowledge sharing participation. In this aspect, the company 
needs to create, such as training focusing on how to make workers have an interaction 
ability, also to make sure their workers more confident to communicate with each 
other.
The last one is the grant aspect, the result does not emphasize grant (e.g., money, 
reward, bonus, and other explicit benefits in the workplace) as a primary knowledge 
sharing participation, because this aspect secure only temporary compliance. This 
means that grant elements may provide temporary reward for knowledge sharing 
participation, but not fundamental forces to build workers to contribute their 
knowledge.
A POSSIBLE FOR FUTURE STUDY
Lastly, we are not to claim this framework results will be suitable in various types of 
organization, because this study focused only on profit company. While the strength of 
this study provides an opportunity to explore the individual’s behavior on knowledge 
sharing strategy, limitations do exist. The objects of this study were profit companies. 
Therefore, future research could be expanded the research target to other types of 
organizations such a non-profit company (e.g. university or government). Furthermore, 
future related research on data collection can adopt in-depth interviews to observe the 
relationship between staff and supported initiative by their managers. 
Finally, we are acknowledged that further studies would be worthwhile to develop 
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to strengthen the framework and foundation. Therefore, future research could be trying 
different concepts of individual behavior to find the relationship between knowledge 
sharing activities and elements that may enhance knowledge sharing goals. 
Table I Factors loadings and reliability
Variables Items Loadings CA AVE CR
Altruism
AL 1 0.85
0.85 0.70 0.90
AL 2 0.91
AL 3 0.68
AL 4 0.90
Interaction Ability
IA 1 0.84
0.75 0.66 0.85IA 2 0.80
IA 3 0.80
Grant
GR 1 0.52
0.63 0.84 0.90
GR 2 0.56
GR 3 0.79
GR 4 0.83
Knowledge 
Sharing
Participation
KSP 1 0.77
0.84 0.51 0.88
KSP 2 0.80
KSP 3 0.73
KSP 4 0.65
KSP 5 0.67
KSP 6 0.70
KSP 7 0.64
KSP 8 0.56
Table II Correlation matrix and discriminant validity
Variables ALT IA GR KSP
ALT 0.80
IA 0.35 0.82
GR 0.23 0.32 0.85
KSP 0.40 0.43 0.25 0.78
Note: ALT (Altruism), IA (Interaction Ability), GR (Grant), KSP
(Knowledge Sharing Participation).
Table III Hypothesis Tests based on SmartPLS
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Path of Variables Coefficient P-Values T-Values Results
Hypothesis 1: Altruism → Knowledge Sharing 
Participation 0.18*** 0.00 4.24 Approved
Hypothesis 2: Grant → Knowledge Sharing 
Participation 0.003 0.30 0.13 Rejected
Hypothesis 3: Interaction Ability → Knowledge 
Sharing Participation 0.28*** 0.00 6.50 Approved
Table IV. Fit Model Summary of GFI, NFI, CFI, and RMSEA
Fit Model GFI NFI CFI RMSEA
Default model .923 .935 .962 0.080
Saturated model 1.00 1.00 1.00
Independence model .204 0.00 0.00 0.501
NFI: Normed Fit Index
CFI: Comparative fit index
GFI: Goodness of Fit Index
RMSEA: Root Mean Square Error of Approximation
Figure I. Conceptual Model
Altruism
Knowledge 
Sharing 
Participation
H2
H1
H3
Grant
Interaction 
Ability
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Figure II. Hypothesis Results (SmartPLS)
Chart 1. Path-Coefficients Result (SmartPLS)
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